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No. 99] NEW DELHI, THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 25, 1999/AGRAHAYANA 4, 1921 


MICItH flEpfc' 'CrrftRFTni 
StfiRJ^FJT 

fe#, 25 W3R, 1999 

HTo Ao ^D 3 T^lTtft/ 33 / 99 -+fl<Mltn^).— hF-IMtH ^tm 37fKTf=PTPr, 1963 ( 1963 W 38 ) HRI49 5 RT TJT^T ¥lftKl4)' ^ 
d*il<i °6<A ^ nciHtH ■hVt'I siI^vH'Jwk A^"I'k ueiy.'i'sfl lAPiis A ijfA % Pt><i9i 

HI AWv'l <t)<CII % I 

HRHT HO A4HHAl/33/99-AteAAAt 


HWfa =HRT (A^AM) 


w 


"SlI^QCfr 


AhA A^A? h^hA) iAiA^s (AIwh) 


At - 3ll^qcb 


STT^T 

(STHpiT, 99 £ 29 A fAd Ht HlftcT foqT W) 

RTRHT hNAt qfH ^TTH (AtAAM) A A ^HsA lJfA <& feTA q^T %TRTT (AhAtH 

£ fAq RFH 5 THM A AAfAcT fc, fAA m 4 H ti^^ft 3 TRTRT dfAdd At HTFRT HtA £ RAj AhA A^A? 
ftrfAAs ?A OTAfArT htA ht sthtth htht fc1 A^h nqAt t, fAA Ah, an^oA# afir 

#MqH 5RT RT7H WT t| 

2- RHfTH <& gi5T fAANcil4 f AnftlRUld $ ••- 

(i) 4)4H46i A AtoAAA A 4H i^h^I struct AArh qA htfrt htA <A forr A so t^Anr 

*jfA anAfAci htA hi f&uT w ti 


3441 GJ/99 


(1) 
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(ii) fft4 4 5TRTTq ffjT eH*|< ffft $fl7 <ft^q4i 5T7T qTET %7TqT ^ f^TtriT^T *4 

9Terflftq 3Fjq)5-T 9)7 fan fr| 

(iii) WJ ^ Hffq 4 5T7T 4lfrP|e1 faTTf444f £ 31^7117 *jf4 £ q^SJ %7RT 

ftnwftif 9*4 $ f^rq 4teM4t srn r&> *444 qfor qft q^ eft, faq4 4te4<M £ m 

y«r, fMq wmm drftmrft oft? jm arf $mm, qfanrr 4ym (4r«3ft4t#) 

^ W MirlPitT, H<l7 3IPT^HT 9ST ^91 wfeiPlfa 3fl7 fftlTTT IRW 5Tff^rfT ffJT q9) fffcrf4f4 STlf^M 

4| 


(iv) OTriteft (qft4 9 ftrftq) qft fa44 £ sqqrc q7 qf4f4 4 25000 /- pqq uf?r 4r atc r W $ 
'3JTIIT7 qr Mi£1 %TFTT faqffteT 9*4 qft f^FETf^TT 9ft 4f 3flT Wp® JRqTft 441 gfa-TT3ft 
9ft ETTRir 9*4 ^ f^TT 37T q7 30 fff4$1eT ffa 95T «TW faqi «JT sflT cP Tp TT 7 , 32500/- 1 $qiT 

wftr 4r sricM hett %tfit fftyffar 9*4 qft f% Rhit> yr qft eft i 

(V) cRlft, Tfraft'frfl $ *n4t 4S7T 4 ?H '3TT£TT7 T7 25,000/- TFpr prfcT 4 t nfrMtf *7 qzzj %7P7T 
f^yfftcT 9*4 97 faftq faqi m fa TTST fallffl qft Tar TTTq* 4 qfftqfaqT qft farftq SqqgRfa l 
q? qfrR^r qypr q^qri 25 , 000 /- tr* qf4 4? qfoq4 97 q^ far^r faqfa fa d 9 Tiff £ 
'3T#T fffc 5T7T ST^Hlfod faqi W $ :- 

(*>) ^ 9T#FT era H?9> 4qqf 4q* q# l4 OTTcTT rP9 era ffeftq) 5 q4 £ q^TPTTrf 

OTyR 97 9ft 'JT: f^qlRel qiT# # ^ Efiy >4 5 SjfereTeT qif^E $>t qq RT HH 

qq qrauFT i 

(iff) ora ^ ^ Frqffj ^t P)qf»i ^jtt lit ^lerr t, era qrsr fozrar 4 

H9T^FT q>RTI 


3. f^ryff^eT qqrfrr ^ 0757717 qy qqerra 4)e{eiqei 9 ^ f^#raf ^ f^rq qRyifeTer f%qr qqT em 

qeq^yiel, q? qlHeil 16 ^FTEtT, 99 ffj) ^1417 ^ #31)41‘41 9)1 H^9e1 gHdl^ qf TdiqT qqT ejr 1 ^TTff 41^11^ 
^ IfFeT [^qf^Tqf 07^7 TT^ffeT ^ 9ft q^ qqf^ft sft PTRf^%eT ^Sff Hjqft OT7 ff>7 3nq f :- 

(i) ^gqrag ^ ^T f^hf^Ter HW#^#7?FraT^ qj# qqqf TT$E «ft qift f| 

(ii) 'i^T iet tjff) fffl fte-di PrafSfei f4ti4t ^ >3ft7 ^ 5RT 9>7 ffRiqT qqT t, qf 7nT7ffT7 

t, qprsrfr t, ?7rar Terr qjer 4)qi ^ oftr ^R-qr^ $ rfhnq ^ qw ffrrft 4 qpft q7 
^TTcTT frl 


(iii) f^raeft, qpft ^41 3nyi7*jeT ffiwTeT gf^inq 7^ q7 sq^rar qift f 1 

(iv) ^#r m TqqVr $ f^q 4 4te7 9 ft qn7i^ era qrrtf iE74 ^ %q %# sfaq 7 «rH 4 f4rft 
^|4) q^ft, qf^qiqpq^q so tra? ’jfa ^ fafnn 9 ft w q$q -aif^ra 144(1 



[nFTIII—’GTZ5 4] 


'HKCl TT3T H-4 ; zmwm 


(V) 'Wl4)i| totoT7 ^ tjRf ^ 8000/- wfrT f#TT t| (j*T f^WlVl 3>T 

^IVK <jjjiW ^ Rstilif *f cfttJ v} I 

(Vi) tor H7^T7 # ^ f^T qR^'jRT # Rl<fc<i-4<ff 200 Ttt^ IjRf ^ f#TT frl fTT ^ 

^ JJ^T 23,500/- W! nfcT ^ ^ fc1 tor H73TT7 # atot# 5T7T ftoR:?T 

f#£ tjt^ iJ^T # t41«hi< ®F7 Ri4I ^ I 

(vii) tor htw srt toton # antor # *iRr Ri^Rw fr #7 # crcr *fHt 

^nft fri 

(viii) ?tt ww trrTRpw # £ ftrtr to> ^r to 1 wtor, #^rq^r # toTppft tot 

fatsi4) if, $dRui ^oT 3>I vid# hR^I^'II 3i Rn* 3^"!PT wVn I 

(ix) 'jRr $ ttolTT # OTHcT qf^JRT # c4TOR/c 1I # JrtocT toft #7 nft mR^^TTI WHTTOFf 
«t tot ft, m torttot # 2.5 Rrftor sr £ ^mitot # inRr wMti 

(X) #to 3 ^Jpt # tot 11 ^WI to *t 3FTO ^FT TOT17 #50 fcto HFcT to <E7 
Wbdi I 

4. otw Rto, w tot # jfiiM £ tor w% # rrirtt #7 ®R7 to # ^ to# 

^ 3TTOI7 TO PlHfafad ^ fto7 3TO 4>? 7rto 3TRT # :- 

(i) to Rpmr tot to RRfT 3 tottot Rf *jRr £ antor ^ TOtor fri tor 3 ijRr # 

STOTWlrlT *5?T 35*T ftl 3<RT JPtto 50 i#TO ’jRf (#to ijRt £ RTRR RgiT ^T jRt) # 
v3H««Hdl f%7^T tl 

#M ^ RnPZ TpKRT R<4)17 SRT tot tot #f R7 ^ 3Trto ^ WJ A 4t^(?mci ai7T f#TT 

w tow wtr 4 g?tor 3WTRT 1 1 tor # Rffrr, ^pttrt 4 Rrsfto7 ton &* ijRr 
# to to mff fri 

(ii) # d<^Jl< ^ t»V '3’T^T’T Rddl 11 f^rftn cft7 R7 Wtf ^idlPl^R »FRT HSdl 
^i 7FR? ^ Rp? wto uRtre rf M ^r tor tort fti 

(iii) toRnr ^Rr Ritof Rr^t ^ ^ttw ofhr ^7 tpw ^it 7 # # f^r gto ^t 11 to 

'jRr ^r #to t #7 gto ^jRr ^rr tot 11 

(iv) (gj) ##to 5T77TTW TtoT 7T7"4TT7 5I7T to f^TTRn?# ^ 3T^7fTT ^TT7 f#TT W 1 1 

(to towto t % hiRi4)< u i ^ 5 ^r R7to # ttpi to m ftor fto 

TOT ft? ^uRTOr R^T(Rl?9T ^TT7 <r<«i 'Srf^^Rjd m{t 5T7 Rtj >5^) I R"9nRi«f?ft 
^ 3{^di<, # Hwiftd 4><"t ^ RpT Rujii < 1 ^^ snRroft ^ hRiPiRt dfid t'sf) 

shTO) torr nfer # «St i toRr # totoff ^ hft ^ to to 
wRitoR (Rtcii niRwft w rRiRtRt) ^ 25,000/- hRi ^te 1 hRi # 77 
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45T 5TRTTT ftiTT frl Hfaftr # $R RnhlR?T ^ 'jfT rR7 EH ftm fc I T¥T TV 4RTT 
tRir vtnr ft> Rar mRtVttt aft RT4>ratff 200 ia&R £ tttttt £ TTRft 
A snrSteft # 23 , 500 /- wn? tRt #r hRt Tf af *J5 t aft ReeiRst aft #, ftRt aRr 
wrr am Rftw tr ftm ttt fr 1 vr tittt aft rtt^ tq^ $q, cis^h^k am 
8000 /- rtt wfcT ffe hRi aft ar aft RiwRyr an 41 r<?i^w am ^w)<a 4)1/ , 3T6f huD 

TTSTT | RV# g TCR aft ftqff/TTTftR 4> 3TTTR aft T?TfT # ReJ R^ *f afl^ Twf(J 

Tft ti 

(a?) imftr, Rranft ftaiild^sTt *f mcicli ftxmt $ nf<«i at Rt<^ ftxfl tjt ar jcR)«i Tift 
ftoTT TOT fr| RW 3 OTR*! TJRTT TSlfcft fr ft? ?R tffa 3 TftafHtft WTT cT4>RTH 
tvt $1 tjRet ftm w ft ft) atm rrsr ^ *jft an i o tttt ftmtn £ rt 
$ <ftcft fcl 3RT TtTT (WT^ Mft) *jfa iJTT 4T 6 HfcRW TTTT ftRTTT 4f RT 
R *Rt ll ?R RTRTt R, tffajfttff 3 'jft »JTT 4)T 3.33 HfcRET WT ftRTTT 

Rett & i 

(ft) *ffarWtft £ 5TRTTT 3 ftRE? $ 5 wfcT9T7T Tlftft) #1 3TTTR ST 4 5 Tf *f Tig, 

tr Rafter aft sttrtt aft r^ $r ^ tjoRitt ftanftftaif «& wirr f i 

ipf TTRt ^ TT STRTTT 3 ft># "#W" WITT "«TNEPRT TTTR $T TRT TTRt’’ 4T 

T^fter Tiff ftnr w tti ?mft, r^rt grrft a> rtt Rtaiftlif at wrar 3 wr ftnj 
tt ft) 12 T#t ?ST ftRTTT 'fttftrrT” at wr R iRtt afR tter ttRt ust 

"IKTR^TR TTTR TTT 7!ftT" <S RT 4 'JTRTT <STTT lf|TT I TTRTT ^tW^R aft ?T 
(ttRtRtr), TT^fTTTTf aft TTTTlRt ^f <2fftr ?R T7 45^ TfElRT T^f «Jtl 4 
(ttRtRtr) Trfmf ij^fm R<*ifl ftsTTft^sff ^ «fjrr *! 

(v) (a>) ^h trt # ^jRr $ Reeth ^ Ret ^TTTsraa) Rift REtoff 3fR Traft tRtRttt aft 

rttwRtt T7 5raf ^mr $ aR 3 riaf ftij ft i TTf ?h ^ aft ?r w t otttt 
RafRTR T^f TTT T3RTI ■TT TftTM^t R «fld41d aft 4f, HR 3Tf TIT TTTarft 
# ft) # 4?IT RT RnSRT ^T 7¥ $ I #3Tftt£t ^ ’jRf 4TT “ft'^Rld EM” T) RT ^ 5TRTTT 
R^f ftiRT RTI ?R RaR 4tir<dllT WT W aft TafRTT RT 4 T^f TAT RTIRTI 

(a?) # ?R 5RRTT aft RT^d'. ^TT atTT ft) ?R TOT aft WlfftlRT TRft ^jRr 

«T)<^»1 TITREft ^ 'J t Ri ( *T -lift ^I 

(T) TTTT 50 ^ ^ TTR-anf T7 Fft TT^ Rift ?TT ^ RTT 4 RT) ?R TETT Tiff ftraT^ 

£rt, ^rt ft) R^ar grai/ ^ Tft^M^f ^ wrar ^ Riff t^t Rtt «tt ft) afHfr ^ a>tff 
iff ftrft at RrRt ^ Ret hrt aft w tt ^ wr ot^stt ^ i 

(r) ?# 5fT)R tftar aft rr to "ttt^" tt ft^ tt# Rift set ^ rtr 3 frwt^ $ ?raf 

aft /4ta)U Tiff ftvTT OTT T4)dl I $RT ft) R5^ TT^TS ft)TT W I % Rft T7 Tldtfld 
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Wf qft dHftlfl «ft fa ^ q?fq TTT fafqW gq g£ fcl &rft qR^fani WM 

A W qj) 3Tq?q ?#ra faqiT #TTI qfa tfar q^f fa>qT fan W W 
tffal 4 TffaMfa qSt faTcT qg tfqqft ’TO# g*nfa q> fag W7 OTWI qw} 
qft 5W Hlfal4WI £ 3TRTT qtff 9$t 3TT wfat I 

ZTCT q* ^TFRT qfalcT fan fa *TF "qgTfa qqtf fa^nw mR^'^FTT 3 WffanT fafaq 
v^\m\ $ gnw qmg artf qfa ’imsro^ 3fan ggT faqT w writ 1 1 "qgifa 
qwf £ faq ^ faffa qft 3nq9qWT ^t qfa $ '3WM T IRT OT^qT 

15 faoifto £7 WH W $fa W qg STfafafT WT fan I 

(Vi) #T^f i\ gnw W fafa ffaig qfa ^ 3Wft qfafaHT A 2.5 fofaqq 

gq v TciT q icr gfapf toT fan 1 fanfa faw gqqr^ q #fa?fa $ zhwk ^ «m fan ft fa 
#faft£t A ?gr wi $\ pf qftafa n A far fafa fri w^cn, fat fa A gw. ffag 
qg qzzT faint # oTgqpr qit 32 , 500 /- wrg fa Az fafa A qnr fat 25 , 000 /- wig fa 
Az srffaf qig fan «tti 

(vii) wr ggniq^gm qflg qrfatq q> 4i^f wfa grg ctqn ct digqr, w gin ggq $ q<s'*t qt qR *t 
fafat ®r^5H qg°T A ffagr fan fa 1 1 str ntt ftfa 3 gsr qft w qwT 
qq g qf fa it, qqffa fa^t FWi cm wnwT q# ^ 1 ?qfag, qv gft qnr t fa 

qrc A gfa g^q A gfa ?) 1 ^ <mA ?wf ^ fag ir ctw A w-.q^t qpqrr^f 

faspfr iM 1 ^ fg gq ^ c^ qT q ^ ^ qq q?- srmq q#f q^ir 1 wnfag, wr (^) 

At gd rhTR ?faT f, fawn nr ^ wifaq ^ qrt A ?h qqq 4 ^ti fVfq qiff faqT w w 1 

5 . $q qnfa >qiq mj^cim *J gqrq gqqT ^5t wurtt ^ ifaf qf '3fa qqq wi ^ hift fag «n% 

^ 3nw qr ?g qgfa qg fagq wf q5t q^ At wt ffaqfafaq fafaq fag qg :- 

(i) #3iWfa 5 rt 25 , 000 /- wq qfa Az qfaq^f # qgzr fagiqT qg 4)gdgd afa ggqiqg A so 
gafi^ gfa ^ qg^ qg fag ^ ^t orgqfaq faqT wit 1 1 

(ii) qzer fawn A qfaq^f 5 gfaw gfa & •sigqfa wfr % \ 

(iii) -amng arg A qg^r 5 wf ^ qgcnq wfaiq q?) argqfa ^ 1 1 

(iv) 12 nfa qq qggT fawn qq gqqn “Tfffaqq” ^ wr 4 fawffar faqn w 1 1 

12 mftq qq q^sr fawn ^t gqwr “siRgqq w ^r wt gifa" ^ wt fatiffar faqT wn 
tl 


(v) 
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mnifrtw ofrr <u#ft ten wiffira te * te 

# hep giT 3rrf rFn tm t ’^i^m sto ^t#et £ tp* mW ft ^ttht 

eTP9^5F ft, trgj HSltf^f teTfff 5TEJ?T W I 


T^o STtzpfl 

[ Pe|qt l l P T / 3/4/ 3T^n W T / 143/99] 

TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 25th November, 1999 

F. No. TAMP/33/99-COPT. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 49 of the Major 
Port Trusts Act, 1963 (Act 38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby fixed the lease rent of 
land at Puthuvypu to M/s. Petronet LNG Limited as in the Order appended hereto. 

CASE NO.TAMP/33/99-COPT 


The Cochin Port Trust (COPT) 


Vs. 


M/s. Petronet LNG Limited (PLL) 


Applicant 


Non Applicant 


ORPEFt 

(Passed on this 29th day of October 99) 


This case relates to a proposal received from the Cochin Port 
Trust (COPT) for fixation of lease rent for its land at Puthuvypu which it 
proposes to allot to M/s. Petronet LNG Limited (PLL) for setting up a LNG 
import Terminal. The PLL is a joint venture company floated by the GAIL, 
ONGC, IOC, and BPCL. 

2. The salient features of the proposal are as follows: 

(i) . The PLL has requested the COPT to allot 50 hectares of land at 

Puthuvypu for setting up of a LNG Import Terminal. 

(ii) . The COPT Board has approved the proposal subject to the 

Government sanction and also fixation of lease rent by the 
TAMP. 

(iii) . In accordance with the policy guidelines for land management 

issued by the Government, a Committee comprising the 
Chairman, FA&CAO, and Chief Engineer of the COPT, a 
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representative of the Ministry of Surface Transport (MOST), a 
representative of Town Planning, and a representative of the 
District Revenue Authority, was constituted by the COPT for 
recommending lease rent of the land. 

(iv) . On the basis of the report of the RDO (Fort Cochin), the 

Committee recommended to fix the lease rent on the base price 
at Rs.25,000/- per cent per annum and provided 30% increase 
thereon for provision of facilities like roads, etc., and, 
accordingly, recommended to fix lease rent at Rs.32,500/- per 
cent per annum. 

(v) . The Board of Trustees of the COPT, however, decided to fix the 

lease rent at Rs.25,000/* per cent per annum for the reason that 
high cost of lease rent would affect the financial viability of the 
project adversely. The lease rent of Rs.25,000/- per cent per 

annum has been approved by the Board subject to the following 
condition. 

(a) . To provide for a uniform 5% annual increase in rent with 

an option to re-fix the base rate after every five years till 
the land connection to Vypeen is ready. 

(b) . To revise the lease rent when construction of the link 

bridge from Ernakulam to Vypeen is completed. 

3. In accordance with the prescribed procedure, the proposal was 

circulated to the PLL for comments. Thereafter, the case was taken up for a 
joint hearing at COPT in Cochin on 16 August 99. The salient points 
emerging from the comments received from M/s. PLL as also from the 
deliberations at the joint hearing are as follows: 

(I). The land at Puthuvypu is not a developed site and there is no 
approach road connected to the site. 

(if)- A major portion of the land has been formed due to accretion 
iand dumping of dredged soil; the land is undulated; the land is 
marshy; its level is very low; and, a part of the land gets flooded 
during high tide. 

(iii) . Basic infrastructure facilities like electricity, water, etc., are not 

available at the site. 

(iv) . In order to utilise the land, soil has to be brought from suitable 

location for filling of 4 meters; consequently, the cost of 
development of 50 hectares of the land will be very high. 

(v) . The local Tahsildar has reported the land value as Rs.8.000/- 

per cent. (There is nothing on record to show the basis of this 
report/assessment). 
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(vi) . The Government of Kerala has allotted 200 acres of nearby land 

to a Power project. The value of this land is confirmed as 
Rs.23,500/- per cent. The Government of Kerala has accepted 
the rate recommended by the RDO. 

(vii) . The land allotted to the Power Project by the Government of 

Kerala is developed and is not low lying unlike the land at 
Puthuvypu. 

(viii). There is no link bridge from Ernakulam to Puthuvypu now. 
However, the PLL has to lay submarine pipes and, therefore, the 
bridge will have no meaning for their project. 

(ix) . The cost of development of the land will affect the viability of the 

project and the COPT will lose 2.5 million tonnes of traffic if the 
project becomes unviable. 

(x) . Land is scarce in Cochin. Nowhere else in Kerala can PLL get 

50 hectares of such land. 


4. Based on the records available, totality of information collected 

during the proceedings of this case, and the discussion recorded above, the 
following points emerge for consideration. 


(i) . This is a case of allotment of land at the COPT; and, of a large 

area at that. Land is scarce in its availability in Kerala. It will be 
a rarity to get 50 hectares of land (and, with a waterfront at that) 
available for allotment for that purpose. 

The reference made by the PLL to lands allotted at much 
cheaper rates by the Government of Gujarat near the KPT is not 
really a comparable example. Unlike in Kerala, there is no 
scarcity of land in Gujarat especially in the Kandla area. 

(ii) . The COPT gets no grant from the Government. It has to be 

financially self-reliant. It has to exploit its assets to generate 
revenue. 

(iii) . That the land in reference was formed by accretion and by 

dumping of dredged soil is also not very relevant. Land is 
valuable in Kerala; and, reclaimed land everywhere is very 
costly. 

(iv) . (a). The COPT proposal has been formulated strictly 

according to the Guidelines issued by the Government. 
(It may be pointed out that the Authority has decided to 
let these Government Guidelines prevail until alternative 
Guidelines are formulated and notified by it.) As required 
by the Guidelines, a comprehensive Committee including 
a representative of the District Revenue Authority was 
constituted to propose the rates. The Revenue Divisional 
Officer (representative of the District Revenue Authority) 
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who participated in the proceedings of the Committee has 
proposed a rate of Rs.25,000/- per cent per annum. The 
Committee has gone entirely by this recommendation. It 
is relevant here to point that, in the case of allotment of 
an adjoining 200 hectares of land to a Power project, the 
RDO had recommended a price of Rs.23,500/- per cent 
per annum which has been accepted by the Government 
of Kerala. In the face of this development, the PLL 
reference to recommendation of a rate of Rs.8,000/- per 
cent per annum by the Tahsildar has no value. Also, 
there is nothing on record to show the basis of the 
Tahsildar’s report/assessment. 

(b) . Although the Government Guidelines do not prescribe a 

formula for fixation of the lease rent, information available 
on record do indicate that the COPT have been very 
reasonable in this regard. The Government of Kerala is 
reported to take 10% of the land value as the lease rent. 
Some other ports (e.g. the VPT) take 6% of the land 
value as the lease rent. In this case, the COPT has taken 
3.33% of the land value as the lease rent. 

(c) . The COPT proposal incorporates a 5% annual increase 

of rent as also a provision for revision of the base rate 
once in five years. These are strictly in accordance with 
the Guidelines. 

The proposal earlier sent to us does not refer to any 
‘premium’ or an ‘interest-free refundable deposit 1 . At the 
time of the joint hearing, however, the Chairman of the 
COPT clarified that 12 months’ rent will be payable as a 
‘premium’ and an equal amount will be payable as an 
'interest-free refundable deposit’. Significantly, the PLL 
was aware of these (additional) requirements; and, had 
no objections to them. These (additional) requirements 
are also strictly in accordance with the Guidelines. 

(v). (a). The PLL have argued about the heavy investments 

required for development of land and their impact on the 
viability of their project. It does not appear to be 
reasonable for them at this stage to take up this issue. 
When they negotiated with the COPT, they knew what 
they were opting for. The COPT did not offer the land as 
a 'developed site'. That being so, the PLL cannot 
justifiably raise this issue now. 

(b). The PLL must have opted for this proposition apparently 
because lands with such location are not easily available 
in Kerala. 






10 


_ THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY _ [Part III— Se c 4] 

(c) , Their argument about heavy expenditure to be incurred 

on 50 feet piling work does not also appear to be valid 
for the reason that, as rightly stressed by the Chairman of 
the COPT at the joint hearing, this item of expenditure will 
be a common requirement for any big construction 
anywhere in Cochin. 

(d) . Likewise, the PLL argument about the heavy expenditure 

to be incurred on 4 meter 'filling' of the area cannot also 
be entertained. As already stated, they had negotiated 
the deal knowing full well what they were opting for. 
Their project costing surely must have incorporated this 
item. If they did not, this Authority can not be expected to 
provide the forum for correcting their mistake ant ; the 
expense of the COPT at that. 

It is relevant here to recognise that this ‘filling’ work can 
be partly covered by dumping of the slurry coming out of 
the dredging operations related to the PLL project. 
Besides reducing the requirement of transporting earth 
from elsewhere for the ‘filling’, this will have the incidental 
advantage of saving on disposal of the slurry otherwise at 
a distant place 15 kms. away. 

(vi) . The PLL has asked for special consideration on the ground that 

their project will generate 2.5 MT traffic per annum. As has 
been stressed by the Chairman of the COPT at the joint hearing, 
it was on account of this that the COPT had evinced interest in 
the project. In fact, the Board of Trustees is reported to have 
reduced the estimate of lease rent from Rs.32,500/- per cent per 
annum to Rs.25,000/- per cent per annum primarily on this 
consideration. 

(vii) . The COPT argument about the value of the land going up when 

the link bridge between Ernakulam and Vypeen comes up is not 
quite relevant at this stage. As of now, it is hypothetical to talk 
of the bridge as its prospect is nowhere in sight. It is, therefore, 
equally hypothetical to reckon with any consequential 
enhancement of land value. Also, the PLL will in any case be 
laying submarine pipelines for their cargo. That being so, the 
presence or absence of a biidge will be of no consequence to 
them. There can, therefore, be no decision at this stage about 
revision of the rent rate when(ever) the bridge comes up. 


5. With reference to the totality of information collected in the 

procession of this case, and based on a collective application of mind, the 
case was discussed in detail and the following decisions were taken : 

(i). Leasing by the COPT of 50 hectares of land at Puthuvypu to the 
PLL at a lease rent of Rs.25,000/- per cent per annum is 
approved. 



[ *rm HI—4] 
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(ii) . A 5% increase in the lease rent annually is allowed. 

(iii) . A revision of the base rate after every five years is permitted. 

(i\/). Payment of 12 months’ lease rent as ‘premium’ is prescribed. 

(v) . Payment of 12 months’ lease rent as an ’interest-free refundable 

deposit' is prescribed. 

(vi) . As regards the COPT proposal to revise the lease rent on 

completion of the link bridge between Ernakulam and Vypeen, 
the port can come up with a revised proposal for consideration 
if necessary, as and when the link bridge between Ernakulam 
and Vypeen is ready. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
[Advt,/lII/IV/Exty./143/99] 
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